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The lowa Inheritance Tax and Elderly Migration

This Issue Review is an update of an Issue Review with the same title, dated October 18, 1995. The
sections that address elderly migration have not been altered. The updates are primarily the result of
revised estimates of the amount of inheritance tax to the General Fund in FY 1997 and FY 1998.
Revisions have also been made to reflect new information provided by the Department of Revenue and
Finance subsequent to the first edition. A section outlining fiscal estimates for various options has been
added, and estimates reflect changes to both cash and accrued receipts. In the past, all estimates
have been prepared on strictly a cash basis.

ISSUE

lowa imposes an inheritance tax on the beneficiaries of lowa estates. This Issue Review
describes the primary features of the lowa inheritance tax, and attempts to view the tax in the
context of the migration of lowa retirees.

AFFECTED AGENCIES
Department of Revenue and Finance for the administration of the law.

CODE AUTHORITY

Chapters 450 and 451, Code of lowa

CURRENT SITUATION

Significant Features of Inheritance and Estate Taxes

Unlike the federal estate tax, the lowa inheritance tax is imposed on beneficiaries of lowa
estates. The federal estate tax is imposed on the value of the estates. The amount of the
federal estate tax is the same regardless of the number of beneficiaries. The State’s
inheritance tax can vary depending on the number of beneficiaries as well as how each
beneficiary is related to the deceased. For both federal estate tax and State inheritance tax
purposes, there is no tax levied on a surviving spouse or qualified non-profit organizations.

The tax base for the State inheritance tax is somewhat smaller than the tax base for the
federal estate tax, mostly due to a difference in the treatment of certain life insurance policies
and pension plans. Likewise, the exclusion amount is considerably lower for State
inheritance tax. Estates valued at less than $600,000 are not subject to federal estate tax.
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Depending on the relationship of the beneficiary, the State inheritance tax may be applied to the
first dollar of the net estate value.

Appendix 1, the “lowa Inheritance Tax Rate Schedule” from the Department of Revenue and
Finance, displays how the inheritance tax is applied toward different classes of beneficiaries and
estate sizes. Table 1 summarizes the exclusion amounts and range of rates for different types of
beneficiaries.

Table 1
lowa Inheritance Tax Rate Schedule Summary

Type of Descendant Exclusion Amount Lowest Rate Highest Rate
Spouse All N/A N/A
Child $50,000 1.0 % 8.0 %
Other Lineal Beneficiaries* 15,000 1.0 8.0
Schedule B Beneficiaries** 0 5.0 10.0
Schedule C Beneficiaries 0 10.0 15.0
Schedule D Beneficiaries 0 15.0 15.0
Schedule E Beneficiaries 0 10.0 10.0
Schedule F Beneficiaries 0 5.0 5.0
Schedule G Beneficiaries All N/A N/A

*Other Lineal Descendants include parents, grandchildren, and other direct lineal descendants.
**Schedule B beneficiaries consist of siblings, children-in-law, and stepchildren. See Appendix 1 for
descriptions of other scheduled descendants.

Budget Impact

The inheritance tax has been a stable source of revenue to the State General Fund over the last
decade. Receipts to the General Fund totaled $95.9 million in FY 1996, and represented 2.2% of
total receipts. Table 2 and Chart 1 illustrate inheritance tax receipts to the General Fund from FY
1985 through FY 1996.

Table 2

Inheritance Tax Receipts to the State General Fund
FY 1985 through FY 1996

Actual Receipts Adjusted Receipts Percent of Total

(Millions of Current (Millions of Constant General Fund
Fiscal Year Dollars*) Dollars**) Receipts
FY 1985 $ 58.3 $ 58.3 2.6%
FY 1986 58.3 56.6 2.5
FY 1987 58.4 55.5 2.3
FY 1988 58.9 53.8 2.3
FY 1989 66.5 58.0 2.3
FY 1990 65.1 54.2 2.2
FY 1991 69.0 54.5 2.2
FY 1992 78.0 59.7 2.3
FY 1993 76.9 57.0 2.1
FY 1994 88.1 63.8 2.2
FY 1995 89.2 62.7 2.1

FY 1996 95.9 65.7 2.2
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Chart 1
Inheritance Tax Receipts History

Millions of Dollars

Percent of Total
General Fund Receipts

M /\ctual Receipts (Millions of Current Dollars*) I /\djusted Receipts (Millions of 1985 Dollars**)

——Percent of Total General Fund Receipts

* Actual inheritance tax receipts to General Fund
** Adjusted by Consumer Price Index with FY 1985=100

Distribution of Tax Burden

Prior to the 1996 Legislative Session, the Department of Revenue and Finance issued an analysis
based on an updated sample of returns filed in 1995. The analysis provided a breakdown of
returns according to the relationship of the beneficiary. Table 3 shows the resulting distribution.

Table 3
Distribution of Inheritance and Taxes Paid

by Type of Beneficiary
(Based on 1995 Sample by Department of Revenue and Finance)

Percentage Percent of Tax

Type of Beneficiary Share Inherited Paid
Spouses 14.4 % 0.0 %
Children 53.4 44.2
Parents 0.5 0.6
Grandchildren 5.9 3.2
Other Lineal Descendants 0.8 0.5
Other Descendants 15.6 35.0
Other Persons/Organizations 9.4 16.5

Table 3 shows that only 14.4% of the aggregate value of estates was inherited by a surviving
spouse. This data only reflects filed returns. Returns are rarely filed for estates which have the
spouse as the sole beneficiary, so the percentage share column can only be viewed in the context
of those returns that have non-spouse beneficiaries. Based on data supplied by the Department of
Revenue and Finance, the 1995 Issue Review on this topic reported that nearly one half of
inheritance tax receipts were paid by “unrelated” beneficiaries. However, the data reflected the
amount of tax paid by Schedule “C” beneficiaries, which also included nieces, nephews, and more
distant relatives. Table 3 re-categorizes nieces and nephews as “other descendants” which also
includes siblings, step-children, and sons- and daughters-in-law. “Other Persons/Organizations”
includes Schedule D, E, F, and G, beneficiaries and also includes Schedule C beneficiaries

excluding nieces and nephews.
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Residency Status

The 1995 Department sample also revealed the extent to which the tax is “exported”, or paid by
residents of other states. In total, non-residents:

e Represented approximately 38.8% of all beneficiaries.
e Received approximately 31.4% of the total value of estates.
e Paid approximately 36.6% of State death taxes.

Since the tax is levied according to the residence of the deceased (or the residence of the property
of the deceased) much of the tax is actually being remitted by beneficiaries who don’t reside in
lowa. It should also be noted that residence status is not equally distributed according to type of
beneficiary. For example, spousal beneficiaries are almost exclusively lowa residents, whereas
38.3% of inheriting children who pay inheritance tax reside outside of lowa. Similarly, more than
half (62.0%) of the grandchildren who are beneficiaries of taxable lowa estates are nonresidents.

Farmland, Real Estate, and Small Businesses

The Department report addressed the inheritance tax burden associated with the passing of
farmland and other types of real estate to descendants. Approximately 14.5% of the estates in the
sample included farmland. Due to the interaction of other types of real estate, including residential
property, the Department concluded that less than 10.0% of total inheritance was attributable to the
passing of farmland.

The effect of the inheritance tax on heirs who inherit small businesses was not included in the
Department analysis.

Federal “Pick-up”

The federal government allows a state death tax credit, which is commonly referred to as a “pick-
up” or “sponge tax.” The federal pick-up is a tax credit that can be applied toward the payment of
death taxes to any of the 50 states. lowa law requires that the greater of either the inheritance tax
or the pick-up tax be paid to the State. Thus, if the pick-up exceeds the inheritance tax
computation, then the taxpayer remits the amount of the pick-up. The taxpayer receives a credit
equal to the amount of the pick-up on the federal return.

Tables 4 and 5 represent simplified computations of the pick-up tax. In Table 4, it is assumed that
one child receives the entire estate. In Table 5, it is assumed that four children split the estate
equally. In each case the effect of the pick-up is shown for estates of six different sizes. For ease
of presentation, these examples assume that the tax base for the inheritance tax and the federal
estate tax are identical, which will not often be the case.
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Table 4
Computation of Pick-up Tax for Estate With One Beneficiary
(One Child Receives Entire Estate)

Net Estate Federal Tax State Estate (Net of Federal State Tax in Excess
Size* (Before Pick-up) Fed Tax)* * Pick-up State Tax of Pick-up
$ 250,000 $ 0 $ 250,000 $ 0 $ 11,825 $ 11,825
500,000 0 500,000 0 31,825 31,825
750,000 55,500 714,900 20,400 49,017 28,617
1,000,000 153,000 880,200 33,200 62,241 29,041
2,000,000 588,000 1,511,600 99,600 112,753 13,153
3,000,000 1,098,000 2,084,000 182,000 158,545 0
Table 5

Computation of Pick-up Tax for Estate With Four Beneficiaries
(Four Children Receive Equal Shares of Entire Estate)

Federal Tax State Estate (Net of Federal State Tax in Excess of
Net Estate Size  (Before Pick-up) Fed Tax) Pick-up State Tax Pick-up

$ 250,000 $ 0 $ 250,000 $ 0 $ 800 $ 800
500,000 0 500,000 0 11,300 11,300
750,000 55,500 714,900 20,400 25,343 4,943
1,000,000 153,000 880,200 33,200 37,716 4,516
2,000,000 588,000 1,511,600 99,600 88,228 0
3,000,000 1,098,000 2,084,000 182,000 134,020 0

*Net Estate Size is the gross estate net of expenses.
**State Estate (Net of Federal Tax) equals the Net Estate Size minus Federal Tax plus Federal Pick-up.

These computations are useful in analyzing the effect of lowa’s inheritance tax on beneficiaries of
large estates. The federal pick-up tax rate schedule (Appendix 2) is such that the top pick-up rate
exceeds the top inheritance tax rate. Thus, for very large estates (for which children are
beneficiaries), there is no unique burden associated with the lowa inheritance tax. Owners of very
large estates who choose to move to other states will find that very little, if any, of the inheritance
tax will be avoided. The tax will simply be paid to another State or the federal government.

The pick-up in lowa accounted for $14.5 million in revenue in tax year 1992 and $17.0 million in
revenue in tax year 1993. The federal government has not released data for tax years since 1993.

SITUATION IN OTHER STATES

lowa is one of 18 states that impose an inheritance tax. An additional six states levy an estate tax.
Three bordering states (Missouri, Nebraska, and South Dakota) impose an inheritance tax. All
States and the District of Columbia levy a tax at least equal to the federal pick-up tax. The reason
for this is quite simple. If a state chose to abolish the pick-up, the taxpayer would pay that much
more to the federal government.

Appendix 3 is a page from the Statistics of Income Bulletin published by the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS) for tax year 1993, and shows the value and number of taxable estates as well as the
value of the pick-up for each state.
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RECONCILING ELDERLY MIGRATION AND STATE INHERITANCE TAX POLICY

This section of the Issue Review addresses the effect of the State inheritance tax on the location
decisions of elderly taxpayers.

There are three aspects to this analysis:

o How many elderly lowans leave the State and where do they go? How many elderly
taxpayers move to lowa and where do they come from? Answers to these two questions
provide net migration numbers which describe lowa’s elderly migration trends.

o What factors might help to explain why elderly lowans choose to relocate to other States? To
what extent does the inheritance tax play a part?

o To what extent can elderly migration affect the overall death tax burden of the beneficiaries of
affected estates?

Elderly Migration Trends

Data for elderly migration was created by the U.S. Census Bureau. The Census Bureau utilized
sampling techniques to develop the data. The goal was to capture all people over the age of 60
who said they had moved in the last five years (1985 through 1990). Table 6 (on page 8) shows
how many people in this demographic group moved to lowa and how many lowans moved to other
states or the District of Columbia. Major elements of Table 6 are:

. veraII, lowa lost 20,962 retirees to other states, but gained 11,669 retirees from other states.
Y The net migration (in-migration less out-migration) was -9,293 over the five-year period.

e Four states accounted for approximately 66.1% of the net migration loss: Florida, Arizona,
Texas, and Missouiri.

o Of lowa’s bordering states, net migration was positive in only one state, lllinois. It should also
be noted that lowa received more retirees from lllinois than from any other state (1,775).
lllinois accounted for approximately 15.2% of all retirees who moved to lowa, and 7.1% of all
lowa retirees who moved elsewhere.

" In a strict sense, these individuals may or may not be “retirees”. For the purpose of this Issue Review, “retirees”
refers to individuals over the age of 60 that relocate from one state to another state.
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Charts 2 and 3 illustrate in-migration and out-migration by state.

Chart 3
Top Ten Out-Migration States

Chart 2
Top Ten In-Migration States
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Table 6
lowa Elderly Migration: 1985 through 1990
State In-Migration Out-Migration Net Migration
FLORDA = . .. ... ..., 398 L. 2435 ... -2,037
ARIZONA. ™77 7ottt 558 2,257°.7.0..0 011609
TEXAS 39/ L 1881 L. -1,290
MISSOURI . " " . . e, 777 1,896, 7. . . T 110119
NEBRASKA .. ... ...... 682 ... .. .. 1865 L. -683
ARKANSAS *.". . . o, ABT . 106 T 64
COLORADO . .. ... ... 44 L 783 L. -379
MINNESOTA™- "7 7. 7w 7 e 10 e e e 1 368 L T T T T T T 2B
SOUTH DAKOTA 236 490 -254
TENNESSEE™-"-"-"- 77 7- 7 e T e R0 T T T T T T T T T T 369 T T T T T T T T T 221
CALIFORNAA 1,296 1,443 -148
OREGON - -7 7w 7w e T e e e T e e e T e e 92 T T e T T T T T T T B3R T T T T T T T 246
OKLAHOMA 142 278 -136
SOUFH GARGLINA - " T+ 7w e 7 T e e 7 e e 780 T e e T T T e T T T B9 T T T T T T T T T2
WASHINGTON =~ 159 282 -123
NORFH CARGLINA - 7~ T T 1 1 0 0 0 D 0 0 e 0 e e e e e e e e e e 4D e e e e T T T T T
KANSAS 243 343 -100
WISCONSIN, - [- 1+ T+ T 1 e e e e D D D e A2 T 1 e e e e T 1 B8 e T e e e D
MASSACHUSETTS 0 83 -83
KENTUCKY- [+ [ 1 e e el el D e e e e DB e e e e e e e 8 e e e e B
NEVADA 118 195 =77
UTAH - e e e e e e e e e e e D e e e B8 ke
IDAHO 13 80 -67
GERMONT [+ el T el Tl el
MISSISSIPPI 38 96 -58
QRORGIA: [+ 1+ - - el e e e B BAL e be
HAWAII 0 42 -42
NEW JERSEY- .- O e 8B 3
NEW MEXICO 33 69 -36
MONTANA - [+ 1+ 1 e e e e e e e e e B e e e BT
MICHIGAN 264 273 -9
DG D e
DELAWARE 0 0 0
NEW HAMPSHIRE ..« .- .= - s 0 e
PENNSYLVANIA 0 0 0
RHODEISLAND .- ..« = n s s 00
MARYLAND 118 110 8
WEST VIRGINIA .~ 1+ e s B e 08
LOUISIANA 84 66 18
NORTH DAKOTA *. "L« ." " ot 8B e 200 A8
WYoMING 85 o1 24
VIRGINIA™.".".n s 122000 81. . s a1
MAINE 50 .. O 50
ALABAMA. .- .7 .m0 s 106.° .. .0 o B4. . 52
NEWYORK 228 M5 53
ALASKA. . . . T 7a T T 0.7. . . s 71
OHIO 146 65 ... 81
INDIANA © e e A7 P IEICIEOEIRO RO, 123
CONNECTICUT =~ ... .. 142 L. O . 142
ILINOIS . . 1775 488 287

TOTAL 11,669 20,962 -9,293
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Factors Used to Explain Elderly Migration

There are many reasons why lowa retirees decide to leave the State. This Issue Review isolates
six factors (in addition to inheritance tax) that might reasonably considered to be aorrelated with
elderly migration in an effort to determine if inheritance tax is a significant cause. = The factors are:

o Weather - Expressed as the state average mean temperature.

e Pension Taxes - Collapsed into three groups: States with no special exclusions, states with
partial exclusions, and states that do not tax pension income.

o Property Taxes - Statewide property taxes expressed as a percentage of personal income.
e Income Taxes - Personal income taxes expressed as a percentage of personal income.

e Social Security Taxes - Collapsed into two groups. Those states that tax social security
income and those states that do not.

¢ Inheritance Taxes - Collapsed into two groups. Those states with an estate/inheritance tax in
addition to the federal pick-up and those without an additional tax.

These varjables were used in a multiple regression equation to determine how they affected net
migration.”™ Overall the model explained 45.2% of the variance in net migration. The weather
proved to be the most significant variable. All of the variables were statistically significant with the
exception of inheritance taxes.

When inheritance tax was omitted from the model, the statistical performance of the model
improved. This indicates that net migration can be better explained without considering inheritance
tax.

Benefit of Elderly Migration to Beneficiaries

The results of this analysis need to be viewed in the context of a beneficiary’s gain in the event that
a benefactor moves to a state with no inheritance tax. As pointed out earlier, the federal pick-up
exceeds the inheritance tax for large estates. Thus, in the case of one child receiving an entire
estate, little or nothing would be gained by relocating if the estate exceeded $2.0 million.

In the case of land and properties, the assets would have to be sold to avoid the tax. For example,
if a Florida resident inherits lowa farmland owned by a California resident, inheritance tax would
have to be paid to the State of lowa. If the benefactor converted the land or property to cash, the
inheritance tax would be avoided, but the sale would be subject to tax on capital gains. Compared
to most other taxes on individuals, the inheritance tax is much more difficult to avoid by locating to
other states.

Other variables considered include per capita personal income, overall crime rate, violent crime rate, and per capita
tax variables. Explanations of these variables and the reasons for their omission is available upon request. Also
available is a more detailed explanation of the listed variables, including sources, dates, and rationale for inclusion.

% The purpose of this linear regression was to determine the effect of states’ inheritance tax policies on their ability to
attract lowa retirees. To accomplish this goal, other relevant factors had to be taken into account. This is not an
attempt to ultimately explain why lowa retirees relocate to other states; only if inheritance tax policy is significantly
correlated with location decisions. Least-squares estimates were used. An analysis of variables with statistical
measures is available upon request.
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BUDGET IMPACT OF ALTERNATIVES

During the 1996 Legislative Session, the House and Senate both approved legislation reducing the
inheritance tax, but neither provision was sent to the Governor. Inheritance tax receipts are
expected to generate $108.0 million in General Fund revenues in FY 1997. Various alternatives
and corresponding revenue effects are as follows. Estimates assume each proposal would be
effective for all deaths after June 30, 1997.

Outright Repeal - Assuming the pick-up were left intact, an outright repeal of the inheritance tax
(effective July 1, 1997) would result in a decrease in revenues to the General Fund of
approximately $37.8 million in FY 1998 and $90.7 million in FY 1999 and subsequent years.

Full Exclusion for Children, Stepchildren, Grandchildren, and Parents - This option would
result in a decrease in revenues to the General Fund of approximately $18.8 million in FY 1998 and
$45.2 million in FY 1999 and subsequent years. This alternative was approved by the House
during the 1996 Legislative Session.

Increase Exclusion Amounts - Increasing the exclusion for children to $200,000 (currently
$50,000); and increasing the exclusion for grandchildren and parents to $50,000 (currently
$15,000) would result in a decrease in revenues to the General Fund of approximately $14.4 million
in FY 1998 and $34.5 million in FY 1999 and subsequent fiscal years. This alternative was
approved by the Senate during the 1996 Legislative Session.

Reclassify Step-children - Under current law, step-children are allowed an exclusion of $12,500,
and pay a higher rate once taxable inheritance is determined. Expanding the definition of "children”
to include step-children would lead to a decrease in revenues to the General Fund of an amount
less than $1.0 million annually.

Fiscal estimates of other alternatives are available upon request.

SOURCES

Department of Revenue and Finance

U.S. Internal Revenue Service

U.S. Census Bureau

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations

STAFF CONTACT: Jon Muller (Ext. 14611)

LFB:IR12JAMB.DOC/01/15/9712:30 pm/a
The lowa Inheritance Tax and Elderly Migration
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ix 1

Effective for Deaths on or sfter Janusry 1, 1988

JOWA INHERITANCE TAX RATE SCHEDULE

IF THE ENTIRE NET ESTATE OF THE DECEDENT IS LESS THAN $10,000, THE TAX IS ZERO.
SCHEDULE A

SURVIVING SPOUSE

For deaths on or after Januacy 1, 1988, the surviving spouse is entitled to full credit of tax. No tax is due on this share,

IF THE SHARE BEFORE EXEMPTION IS:

CHILD

Not over $58,000 There is Mo Tax Due

i the Of
share is But not Exesit
OVER — Qver — Taxis — Over —
3 50,000 5 35,000 5 i% $ 50,000
55,000 62,500 50+42% 55,000
62,500 75,000 203+ 3% 62,500
15,000 100,60¢ $1544% 75,000
100,000 125,000 1.51545% 100,000
125,000 150,000 2825 + 6% §25,000
150,000 200,000 43254 7% 150,000
200,000 and up TR +3% 200,000
PARENT, GRANDCHILD & OTHER
LINEAL DESCENDANTS
IF THE SHARE BEFORE EXEMPTION I5:
Not over $15,000 There is Mo Tax Duc
f the of
share is But not Excess
OVER — Over — Taxis — Over —
$ 15000 $ 20,000 3 % $ 15,000
20,000 27,500 30+2% 10,000
211,500 43,000 200 + 3% 27,500
40,000 65,000 P RR S 40,000
63,600 90,000 1,575+ 5% 65000
90.000 £H5.000 2825+ 6% 90,000
115,000 165,000 A5+ 7% 115,600
165,000 and up 1825+ 8% 165 000
SCHEDULER SCHEDULEC

Brother, Sister, (including half-brather, hat{-sister ) son-in-law,
daughter-indaw, and stepehitdren {There is NO exemption).

Graodpacent, Uncle, Aunt, Nieoe, Nephew, Foster Chitd, Cousin, Brother-
infaw, Sister-in-taw, Step Grandchild, and all other individual persons
(There is NO exemption}.

SCHEDULE F  Unkeown heirs, as disting

5% of the amount

1F THE SHARE I5:
If THE SHARE1S:
Not over $12.500 Tax is 3% of the share
Not over $50,000 Tax is [0% of the share
of
But not Excess of

OVER — Ouer — Taxis — Over— But not Excess

$ (2500 $ 25.000 S 6B5+6% $ 12,500 OVER — Over — Taxis — Over —

25,060 75.000 13754 7% 25,000 § 50000 $100.000 1 5000+ 12% 3 50,000

15,000 100,000 48754 8%, 75,000 100,000 and up 11,000 + £5%; 100,000

100,000 150,000 68754 9% 100,000
150,000 and up 11,375« 0% 150,000 -215
SCHEDULED SCHEDULE E
A fitta, corporation or sociely orgamzcd for prol't. including an A charitable, educational or celigious organizution, organized under the
organization failing lo qualify as charitabl ional or celigi law of a foreign country, and such arganizations ‘organized uoder the
orgaaization. law of another state of the United States, which does not grant an
exempiion to a like lowa organization, and bequests for religious services
15% of the amount in excess of $300.00.
16% of the amount.
ished lrom beneficiaries who are nat p Fy ble, due to contingent events.

SCHEDULE G A charitable, religi e

t and veterans organization erganized under the laws of the State of lowa and also
those organized under the faws of the D!hcf states of the United States of Am:nca. if that stawe graots 2 reciprocal exempticn 10 fike lowa arganizations,

and beq

Public librarics, public ant gu![cnes1 haspitals, humane societics,
{owa. Bequests for religious scrvioos not in excess of $56¢.00.

Entirely Excmpt

Lo

far care of ccmetery ks, within the state of

No Tax




Appendix 2

143 Credit for State Death Taxes

"The table below is to be used in caiiculating the amount of the credit available
for state death taxes paid with respect to property included in a decedent’s gross

estate.
State Death Tax Credit Table !
Adjusted Taxable Estate Of Excess
At least But less than Credit = + o, Qver

$ 0 3 40,000 $ 0 0 3 0
40,000 90,000 0 8 40,000
90,000 140,000 400 1.6 90,000
140,000 240,000 1,200 24 140,000
240,000 440,000 3,600 3.2 240,000
440,000 640,000 10,000 4 440,000
640,000 840,000 18,000 48 640,000
840,000 1,040,000 - 27,600 5.6 840,000
1,040,000 1,540,000 38,800 6.4 1,040,000
1,540,000 2,040,000 70,800 72 1,540,000
2,040,000 2,540,000 106,800 8 2,040,000
2,540,000 3,040,000 146,800 88 2,540,000
3,040,000 3,540,000 190,800 9.6 3,040,000
3,540,000 4,040,000 238,800 10.4 3,540,000
4,040,000 5,040,000 290,800 11.2 4,040,000
5,040,000 6,040,000 402,800 12 5,040,000
6,040,000 7,040,000 522,800 12.8 6,040,000
7,040,000 8,040,000 650,800 13.6 7,040,000
8,040,000 9,040,000 786,800 144 8,040,000
9,040,000 10,040,000 930,800 15.2 9,040,000
10,040,000  ........... 1,082,800 16 10,040,000

) There is a limitation on the credit in estates of nonresident aliens. See Code Sec. 2102.
2 The adjusted taxable estate is the taxable estate reduced by $60,000,

143
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Estate Tax Returns, 1992-1993

Table 4.--Estate Tax Returns Filed in 1993: Gross Estate, Total Deductions, State Death Tax Credit, and

Estate Tax After Credits, by State of Residence

[Ad figewss are astimates based on samplas — monay amounts are in thousands of dokars|

Numbaq Gross Total akowabla Hlate death Estata tax
State of residence el estaka’ daductions tax cradi aftar ceedits
i retums Nurber Amount Numbar Amaunt Mumber Amaunt
[ 2) 3) 3] {5) {6) 7 (8}

Total 80211 103,595 488 60,198 47,340,098 31,680 2451 547 27 506 10,335,061
Alab. 477 904,842 477 384,547 233 21,677 204 111,409
Alaska 57 110,751 57 74011 3 1,042 3 4,081
Arizona 850 1,352 305 [z 1] 513,552 486 3B.128 452 147,928
Ark 25 2,349,951 255 2,092,509 12 _ 11,366 102 45,426
California 10,132 17,111,525 10,132 1690377 4.556. 97,796 432 1575582
Colorade, 124 105730 724 451,740 353 2810 08 97 567
Connacticyt y 1,062 2217 558 - 1062 1,016,873 586 79,314 384 282,19
Del C] 194 272318 191 134,732 116 8,158 81 23,302
District of Columbia 4 181 728,644 181 310,506 132 38,1186 127 125,231
FIOdE. e 5295 980679 5295 4,569,678 2,706 263,901 2504 1,058 542
Geocrgia 1,246 2.262,2% 1,246 961,970 691 70,446 640 260,776
Hawaii 411 651,452 411 287,235 7T 14,303 174 81,5640
|daho. 210 850,499 210 664,865 81 : 6538 a1 24,125
IHinois. 3,164 5,178,770 3,164 2420253 1,775 138,187 1,666 5017
Iridiana 839 1,212,516 839 478,54 477 32,844 373 128,173
lowa 910 954,683 B9S 339250 554 17012 437 63317
Kansas 612 961,670 612 440,313 X8 21265 241 86,134
Kentucky. 438 689,962 438 297,344 263 19,408 21 Te614
Louisiana 540 842,417 540 62,069 353 22,584 262 82 599
Maine 2m . 398,949 281 173,036 ™ 154 126 34 857
Maryland 939 1,827 807 989 781,580 622 54612 489 203,750
M, husalis 1,526 2,560,957 1525 1,228,765 a28 64,610 842 237,605
Michigan 1,423 2,256 406 1423 1,011,310 B37 58,639 583 211,396
Minnesota 735 1,165,128 735 £39.848 287 28878 bl 120,357
Mississh 262 423,467 262 233141 117 5491 12.2 21,126
Missouri 1,238 1,970,581 1238 949,300 618 44,130 620 176,123
Montana 357 36,768 387 138,377 160 6,896 T 136 25,505
Nabraska 535 715365 535 216,029 298 22242 250 81279
Nevada 238 514,154 284 222,532 129 14,838 9 63287
Naw Hampshire,,.. 208 431,110 268 158,812 147 11,480 118 4581011
Now Jarsey. 2,380 3548614 2,380 1,594 579 1197 71,749 1075 25836
New Maxico. 179 3HATT0 179 125428 95 13,362 69 49,760 )
New York 5,447 10,315,109 S5.447 4,931,391 3,025 282,184 2.3689 1,098,081
North Canoina 1,346 2,065,188 1,346 B95,013 857 41753 568 194,49
North Dakota 220 228,252 29 95,059 8 3270 80 10251
COhic 2,229 . 374551 2229 1,517 648 1,408 16,769 1,197 433,032
Oitahor 533 883,425 583 443,867 325 13,548 260 £3.030
OCregon 600 1,334,794 600 705,096 257 38,056 29 121,841
Pennsylvania 2,446 3,911 935 2445 1,404,841 1,765 129,555 1,189 479527
Rhodea 1stand. 165 263,806 165 IeH7 106 6657 B2 28021
South Caratina 559 995329 559 570,595 217 16,253 173 - 70,575
Sauth Dakota 145 210,184 145 77,486 93 4625 83 24,076
T 868 1,345 256 bG8 535,527 449 35,862 389 143,596
Toxas, 3,308 5421,190 3308 2,184,119 1,848 154,602 1,693 635,350
Utah 167 260,21 167 114,000 &8 6,050 8 19,780
Vi 103 580,709 103 361,521 52 21,034 52 66,639
Virginia 135 21713387 1,386 940,409 ] 51,804 647 215428
Washington 1,051 1,526,297 1.051 08,1 469 34,604 469 134,29
Woest Virginia 232 447,523 232 160,063 B84 24,482 78 74,207
Wisconsin 1,066 1527737 1.0%6 £22269 611 29,704 488 128,780
Wyoming &1 90,309 1 29,996 12 1,249 11 6242
Other areas? 145 72T 145 139,552 15 54 49 26,363

* Gross estate is shown at the valua usad to detanmine estata Lax Rability. The value coukd be detarmined as of date-of<leath or & months thareatier (i.e., altemate valuation

mathod),
2 {).S. ditizens domicilad abrad.

NOTE: Detail may not add 1o fotals becausa of rounding.




